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THE LOW-INCOME HOUSING
PRESERVATION ACT

HON. JIM McCRERY
OF LOUISIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 14, 1995

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
join with Mr. JEFFERSON in introducing legisla-
tion to address the preservation needs of low-
income housing. I am doing so because I be-
lieve that the Low-Income Housing Preserva-
tion Act is the kind of innovative, market-ori-
ented approach that we, in Congress, must
follow in the future to solve many of our Na-
tion’s housing problems.

The Low-Income Housing Preservation Act
will encourage the investment of additional pri-
vate capital in a large category of privately
owned projects that provide housing at re-
duced rents to low-income tenants. It does so
by eliminating some of the disincentives now
in the Tax Code which have denied new in-
vestors virtually any incentive to invest in
these affordable housing projects. As a result,
the current owners are trapped in the projects
without the ability to sell the projects to new
investors with capital, or the ability to raise
new capital for the projects themselves. In the
meantime, the projects fall further and further
behind in performing the rehab needed. The
bill provides an effective and cost-efficient way
to meet the increasingly serious needs of
these projects for capital improvements by
providing the benefits of a shortened deprecia-
tion schedule and limited relief from the pas-
sive loss rules for investors who agree to buy
the projects, fix them up, and maintain them
for low-income tenants.

This is the direction we must be going, as
we attempt to reinvent Government. In the
housing area in particular we need to find new
solutions that rely less on bureaucratic pro-
grams run directly by HUD, and more on pro-
grams that harness the energy of the free en-
terprise system, while restricting the Govern-
ment’s role to a minimum. Government can
provide a helping hand, but it is the private
sector that must take the lead. That is what
the Low-Income Housing Preservation Act
would do. The bill would encourage the invest-
ment of new private capital in the projects, but
only so long as the projects continue to serve
low-income tenants. HUD would have a role in
ensuring that the projects are maintained
properly for these tenants, but it would do so
without HUD playing the kind of direct pro-
grammatic role it has played in the case of
some programs in the past.

At the same time that this bill will help solve
a problem without more Government, it is fis-
cally responsible. Because of the way the bill
is drafted, the estimate by the Joint Tax Com-
mittee indicates that the cost to the Federal
Government over 5 years will be very low. But
more importantly, it negates the need for alter-
native preservation programs at HUD that
would cost much more, and require the in-
volvement of large staffs just when we are try-
ing to reduce the size of HUD and the Federal

Government generally. Immediately upon pas-
sage, the legislation will enable HUD to sell at
a higher price the mortgages on projects
which they already hold because the owner
has defaulted on the loan. This will reduce the
loss to HUD from these defaults, and save the
taxpayer money. Doing nothing, and allowing
these projects to deteriorate beyond physical
and financial help, would in the end cost the
taxpayer much more because the Government
would then have to fund the considerable ex-
pense of constructing new affordable housing
projects that will be needed to replace the ex-
isting projects lost. I have no doubt that as a
practical matter the legislation will save the
taxpayer in the end far more than it will cost.

Historically, the country has placed consid-
erable reliance on privately owned housing to
provide affordable housing to low-income ten-
ants. I think this is a wise policy, but to make
it work we cannot deny all financial incentives
to private investors to purchase and maintain
these projects. The Ways and Means Commit-
tee recognized this in 1986 when it adopted
the low-income housing tax credit. Before it is
too late Congress must recognize the same
for the stock of existing but aging low-income
housing that has not been able to take advan-
tage of the tax credit.

I urge my colleagues to join me in support-
ing this legislation.

f

PROPOSING A BALANCED BUDGET
AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITU-
TION

SPEECH OF

HON. BRIAN P. BILBRAY
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, January 25, 1995

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
1) proposing a balanced budget amendment
to the Constitution of the United States.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, as my Califor-
nia colleagues in the Senate continue to grap-
ple whether or not to pass a balanced budget
amendment I wish to insert an editorial pub-
lished in the San Diego Union Tribune into the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

I commend it to my California colleagues
BOXER and FEINSTEIN, and urge them to sup-
port the balanced budget amendment.
[From the San Diego Union-Tribune, Jan. 26,

1995]

DISSECTING THE PROPOSED BALANCED BUDGET
AMENDMENT

(By Brian Bilbray)

The balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution, as proposed in the Repub-
lican’s ‘‘Contract with America,’’ and devel-
oped into legislation with members of both
parties, will accomplish a simple thing: It
will set up a spending structure based upon
priorities. The reason that we now have a
$4.06 trillion debt is the result of a process
without priorities.

And yet those who still do not get it—lib-
eral Democrats in Congress and the White
House—recently mounted a systematic cam-
paign against the balanced budget amend-
ment, which is scheduled to be voted on in
the House of Representatives today. The so-
called ‘‘right to know’’ provision announced
two weeks ago by Sen. Tom Daschle—in con-
sultation with President Clinton—illustrates
the state of deep denial that exists inside the
Washington Beltway.

The liberals’ strategy is to discredit the
amendment. They seek to accomplish this by
scaring the American people, telling them
that passage of a balanced budget amend-
ment threatens Social Security, Medicare,
agriculture supports and veterans benefits.
However, opponents of the balanced budget
amendment have made a tactical error.

Eighty percent of the American people sup-
port a balanced budget amendment. They
know it will force the same fiscal discipline
on the federal government that they live
with every day. The biggest spenders in Con-
gress are the most ardent foes of the amend-
ment because it hampers their ability to de-
liver to the special interests. These big
spenders’ so-called ‘‘right to know’’ amend-
ment is really just obstructionism
masquerading as principled scrutiny. Their
amendment would require Republicans to
provide a seven-year budget detailing what
cuts they plan to make in order to get a zero
budget deficit.

When President Clinton presented his five-
year budget in 1993, Democrats did not de-
mand that he spell out where future cuts
would be made. And yet they demand it from
the Republican leadership.

The very nature of their demand under-
scores the depth of their misunderstanding
of the issue: A balanced budget amendment
is not about programmatic changes to a $1.6
trillion federal budget. It is about fundamen-
tally altering the process of allocating tax-
payers’ dollars to these programs. It is about
setting spending limits and priorities.

Which brings us to the best illustration of
the fundamental differences between sup-
porters of the amendment and its opponents:
No one denies that a balanced budget amend-
ment will force us to bite the bullet—the dif-
ference between Republicans and the liberals
in Congress is who chews the lead.

The big spenders in Congress and the White
House are opposed to a provision in one form
of the balanced budget legislation to require
a three-fifths ‘‘supermajority’’ vote in order
to pass an income tax increase. Clearly, as
has been demonstrated by 40 years of a Dem-
ocrat-controlled Congress, their systemic
bias is to raise taxes instead of reducing ex-
penditures. Who takes the hit? The tax-
payers.

From my perspective, spending cuts, not
increased taxes, are the way to reduce the
deficit. Thirty-one million Californians have
lived with a balanced budget amendment for
nearly 20 years. There is no reason why we
cannot impose the same discipline at the fed-
eral level.

The three-fifths vote requirement provides
a safeguard for American taxpayers who
have heard too many times that higher taxes
will result in deficit reduction. Historically,
higher taxes have in fact resulted in higher
spending. The requirement of a
supermajority vote will address our problem
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of a structural deficit caused by out-of-con-
trol spending. The balanced budget amend-
ment will force the federal government to
set priorities and then live within those pri-
orities. The real culprit behind our national
debt and yearly deficits is a process without
discipline and virtually no mechanism to en-
force discipline.

The liberals in Congress who demand a
seven-year budget to chart our course to a
zero deficit miss the point. They wish, obvi-
ously, to perpetuate a process that is as de-
structive to future generations as it is to our
own.

f

CRIME PACKAGE FOR THE PEOPLE

HON. RON PACKARD
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 14, 1995

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, the Repub-
lican Contract With America is committed to
keeping its promise to fight crime. We con-
tinue to work to provide local police officers
with the tools and resources they need to con-
vict and confine criminals.

Our crime bill provides the flexibility and re-
sources to get the job done. Local police offi-
cers know what their communities need—not
the Federal Government. The Republican
crime package enables local police officers to
effectively respond to local crime problems.

The American people will no longer tolerate
crime in their neighborhoods. They want real
crime fighting tools, not big Government
guidelines. Local government should have the
resources to deal with crime because they are
closest to it. The Republican crime bill gives
them the resources they need while restoring
local accountability.

Mr. Speaker, local government knows best
how to fight crime on their streets—not Wash-
ington. Let’s give them the resources and op-
portunity to do it. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 728.

f

IN MEMORY OF FORMER
CONGRESSMAN GEORGE MEADER

HON. FRANK R. WOLF
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 14, 1995

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
bring to Members’ attention the passing of
former Congressman George Meader who
served as a Republican Member of the House
from the Second Congressional District of
Michigan from 1950–64. Congressman
Meader’s daughter, Katherine Vandelly, and
son-in-law, James E. Vandelly, are constitu-
ents of mine from the 10th Congressional Dis-
trict of Virginia. Congressman Meader passed
away at the University of Michigan hospital on
October 15, 1994, after a short illness. He was
87 years of age.

The son of a Methodist minister, Congress-
man Meader was born in Benton Harbor, MI,
on September 13, 1907. He began his under-
graduate studies at Ohio Wesleyan University
and completed his A.B. degree at the Univer-
sity of Michigan in 1927. After marrying Eliza-
beth Faeth in 1928, he entered the University
of Michigan Law School and earned his juris
doctor degree in 1931.

Congressman Meader began his profes-
sional career as a practicing attorney in Ann
Arbor during the 1930’s, and was elected
Washtenaw County prosecuting attorney in
1940. In 1943, he joined the famed Truman-
Mead Senate War Investigating Committee in
Washington, DC, serving first as assistant
counsel, then as chief counsel. He returned to
private law practice in 1947, then served as
chief counsel to the Senate Fulbright Banking
and Currency Subcommittee investigating
FRC loans until his election to the 82d Con-
gress in 1950. He represented the Second
Congressional District of Michigan from 1950
to 1964, serving on the House Judiciary and
Government Operations Committees.

After leaving Congress, Congressman
Meader served as counsel to both the Joint
Committee on the Organization of Congress
and the Joint Committee on Congressional
Operations before being elected president of
the Former Members of Congress in 1974. He
returned to private law practice in Washington,
DC, and Ann Arbor until retirement. In the
years following his service in the U.S. House
of Representatives, Congressman Meader
continued his ardent interest in improving the
operations of Congress, as well as protecting
the institutions of democratic government.

Congressman Meader was preceded in
death by his wife, Elizabeth Meader, formerly
of Ashcaffenburg, Germany, and by his
daughter, Barbara Meader of Ann Arbor. He is
survived by a son, Robert Meader, and wife
Nancy; daughter Katherine Vandelly, and hus-
band James. He is also survived by five
grandchildren: David Meader, and wife Judy;
Richard Meader, Randall Meader, and wife
Kami; Cynthia Vandelly, James M. Vandelly;
and four great-grandchildren: James A.
Vandelly; Christopher, Scott, and Craig
Meader. He is also survived by his sister,
Frances Way, and brothers Dr. Ralph G.
Meader, and wife Olive; and Edwin Meader,
and wife Mary.

I know all Members would join with me in
expressing the sympathy of the House to Con-
gressman Meader’s family.
f

TRIBUTE TO BRYAN WITTMAN

HON. JACK QUINN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 14, 1995

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in rec-
ognition of Mr. Bryan Wittman of Hamburg,
NY.

It gives me great joy to share with everyone
in the Congress the outstanding achievements
of one of my constituents. Bryan is the son of
Mrs. Norma Wittman of North Hampton Brook
Drive.

Bryan, a native of my hometown of Ham-
burg, NY, attended St. Peter and Paul Grade
School and St. Francis High School. He grad-
uated from Ashland University with a bachelor
of arts degree in radio and television.

Bryan began his career in 1976 for the Erie
County Fair and as entertainment director of
the Darien Lake Theme Park in New York. He
then moved on to become promotions director
for the Ice Capades.

In 1985, Bryan began his adventure with
Disney. While serving as manager of advertis-
ing and promotions for Marriott’s Great Amer-
ica Theme Park in Chicago, IL, Wittman was

recruited to Disney World in Orlando, FL, as
senior promotions representative. In 1988 he
was relocated to Disneyland in Anaheim, CA,
where he became manager of promotions.

Continuing in his career advancement in
1991, Bryan became director of marketing for
Disney.

As of February 2, 1995, he has been pro-
moted to vice president for promotions, public-
ity, and special events.

Bryan’s energy and imagination have been
praised by Disney executives as his hard work
and abundant successes are a testament to
his strong character.

Speaking as a resident of Western, NY, and
as a Member of Congress, I applaud the out-
standing accomplishments of Bryan Wittman.

f

THE AMERICANS WITH
DISABILITIES ACT

HON. PHILIP M. CRANE
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 14, 1995

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, while we all sup-
port the concept of providing equal treatment
and access for those with disabilities, I believe
that Congress must take time to evaluate how
the Americans With Disabilities Act [ADA] of
1990 embodies those concepts. We must de-
cide how to maintain the benefits that ADA
provides as well as eliminate the problems
that it causes.

In pursuing this evaluation, I would rec-
ommend to my colleagues the following arti-
cle, ‘‘Why the ADA Could Ruin the
Superbowl.’’ The author, Deborah K.
Schlussel, has vividly illustrated the problems
encompassing the ADA. She gives unmistak-
able proof that the ADA has imposed unnec-
essary barriers on American companies and
professional sports teams.

It is our duty to proceed in making the cor-
rect and necessary alterations to the Ameri-
cans With Disabilities Act, and I hope my col-
leagues will keep this article in mind as Con-
gress considers this issue.

WHY THE ADA COULD RUIN THE SUPERBOWL

(By Deborah K. Schlussel, J.D.)

This year’s Superbowl, the contest between
football’s top American Football Conference
(AFC) and National Football Conference
(NFC) teams, has come and gone. But the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), a
bill aimed at eliminating discrimination
against the disabled, may change the
Superbowl as we know it, and all profes-
sional sports competition, for that matter.

Though uncertain, it is conceivable that
Title I of the ADA, a provision written to pe-
nalize private employers who discriminate
based on disabilities, could make next year’s
Superbowl more closely resemble the Special
Olympics, rather than the traditional con-
test between pro football’s finest. The ADA
prohibits employers from using ‘‘selection
criteria that screen out or tend to screen out
an individual with a disability or a class of
individuals with disabilities unless the * * *
selection criteria’’ relate to ‘‘essential func-
tions’’ of the job. The difficulty is that the
courts (who may know nothing about the
functions needed to be an inside linebacker),
not the employers, ultimately decide the
‘‘essential functions’’ of the job.

Professional sports leagues, including the
National Football League (NFL), National
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